International remittances are now a mechanism in development financing and a welfare strategy. Growing trends of these money transfers by migrants to their families back home in developing nations have been proven by evidences in literature and many empirical findings. This research analysed the effects of migrant remittances on the welfare of farm households in Nigeria. Welfare was measurable in terms of the households' real per capita consumption. Cross sectional data were pooled from two sources. The data sources were Nigerian General Household Survey conducted in 2010/2011 and the Nigerian Living Standard Survey carried out in 2003/2004. The analytical technique adopted was the poverty profile function within the framework of multiple regression analysis. Results showed that four exogenous variables, including household real per capita remittances were significant determinants of household real per capita consumption (welfare).
INTRODUCTION
Basic to this research is the theory of altruism. The altruistic model supposes that a migrant derives satisfaction from the welfare of his/her relatives, implying that migrants send remittances out of affection and responsibility towards the family. The underlying the motive for remittances transfer in this model suggests that there is a no "quid pro quo" in the remittance flows. Thus, remittances are defined as transfers in the balance of payment accounting.
Addison (2004) affirmed that the altruistic model advances a number of hypotheses. First, the amount of remittances should increase with an increase in the migrant's income. Second, the amount of remittances should increase with a decrease in the domestic income of the family or vice versa. And third, remittances should decrease over time as an attachment to the family gradually weakens. The second hypothesis portrays that the poorer family receives more remittances making it an important mechanism in attempting to tackle issues of poverty and welfare in rural areas.
Remitting for households' welfare, can also in part, be explained by the theory of implicit family agreement for risk diversification. Families send some of its members abroad to diversify economic risks. Families will often send their member abroad when economic risks between the sending and foreign country are not positively correlated. The migrant, then, can help to support his family in bad times at home. Conversely, for the migrant, having a family in the home country is insurance as bad times can also occur in a foreign country. In this model, migration becomes a co-insurance strategy with remittances playing the role of an insurance claim. Hence, remittances can be viewed as a livelihood cum risk-coping strategy for smoothing consumption within families. Remittances as spatial risk-sharing mechanism reduce the covariance of the migrant households' aggregate income (Paulson, 1994; Seiler, 1998 as cited in Pleitez-Chavez, 2004).
Freidman's permanent income and Modigliani's life-cycle hypotheses theorise the relationship between the incremental income from remittances and households' consumption. Both permanent and life cycle models make similar predictions about the consumption effects of permanent and temporary changes in a household's income. In summary, both hypotheses postulate that, as opposed to a permanent increase, a temporary increase in income is expected to yield a smaller increase in consumption. Households tend to spread a temporary increase in income over their lifetime consumption. Remittances can be considered a temporary income because among other reasons; they may decrease or cease over time as the migrants attachment to the origin family gradually weakens. Hence, the null hypothesis proposed for this research, "international remittances have no significant effect on households' consumption" is rooted in the permanent income and life cycle hypotheses. Household's consumption refers to the temporal or short term consumption.
Often many researchers have a narrow definition of welfare; this work adopts a broad-brush approach in the conceptualisation of welfare. It encompasses several elements of household utility. These are not limited to food and non-food household supplies, but also includes education, health care, shelter, water, electricity, communication related utilities or households expenditure. Hence, welfare in this context represents total wellbeing of remittance recipient households measurable in terms of the households' utility subject to budget constraints or the household's per capita consumption expenditure (Duong, 2003) . Whereas income forecasts welfare, values of household per capita consumption expenditure reflect the actual welfare.
As Lennart Bage, the president of IFAD put it: "Remittances represent a lifeline to struggling economies." It does not only fuel the commercial and service sectors, but also forms the backbone of the individual and household purchasing power (UN, 2003) . Households spend the vast majority of remittances received on their basic needs such as food, clothing and shelter. This consumption, combined with investment in health care and education, constitutes 80-90 per cent of remittance spending (IFAD, 2007) .
Consumption smoothening forms most of the budget from remittance income because of the altruistic motive of remitters. Based on the statistics of Migration Policy Institute (2014) in Table 1 , these remitters are predominantly immigrants in the United States (U.S.) and the United Kingdom (U. K.). Additionally, domestic remitters spread across the entire Nigerian Nation. Nwaru et al. (2011) . However, Chukwuoene et al., (2012) did a comprehensive study covering Nigeria but requires validation using a more recent study considering that data for their study were derived in 2004. This study employed data from the General Household Survey conducted in 2010/2011 in addition to the 2004 data. Specifically, this study provided answer to key policy questions such as "does migrant remittances enhance the welfare of the hitherto poor farm households in Nigeria?" The study derived policy implication of its results, and it is laid bare to policy makers. The facts presented are meant to shift the Nigerian nation from the stage of speculation to that of decision making.
MATERIAL AND METHODS
This section highlights the study area, sampling procedure, data collection and analytical techniques.
Study Area
Nigeria is the study area with a principal focus on the agrarian sector. Nigeria is a familiar and proximate terrain to the researcher. More so, the recent growth in remittances inflows into the country coupled with the debates about the likelihood of the funds being harnessed for the welfare of the agrarian sector makes this choice apt. Emphasis on the agrarian sector of Nigeria was also important because most Nigerians, approximately twothirds of the population are domiciled in this sector. The agrarian sector is synonymous with the rural areas of Nigeria. It is defined by such criteria as; predominance of agricultural related livelihood, low population density, poor infrastructural services (Yusuf and Ukoje, 2010) and relatively high incidence of poverty. These exclude the nation's state capitals and major cities. The GHS (2011) is a two-stage probability sample. In the first stage, the primary sampling units termed "enumeration areas (EAs)" were selected. Selection was based on probability proportional to size of the total EAs in each state and FCT giving a total of 500 EAs. In the second stage, households were selected randomly using the systematic selection of ten (10) households per EAs giving a total of 5,000 households. However, because the households were not selected using replacement sampling, the final number of households with data in both points in time (post planting and post-harvest surveys) was 4,851. The NLSS ( GHS (2011) . The non-remittance recipients were selected based on nearest neighbour and socioeconomic characteristics matching with one of the selected international remittance recipients' household. That is the researcher selects a non-remittance recipient household if its socioeconomic characteristics are the closest to those of a nearest recipient household.
Sampling Procedure

Data Collection
Essentially cross sectional secondary data derived from NLSS and GHS were used for this study. Amidst other important data, these groups of data contain information on remittances received by each household. The survey elicited answers for such questions as: has this household received or collected money or goods from absent member during the last 12 months? Has this household received or collected money or goods from any other individual?, list each person name, from whom household received money or goods?, id codes if the person is an absent member of the household, if not a household member, relationship to the household head and sex, were these remittances received on a regular basis?, will you have to repay these?, what was the total amount of cash this household received from this individual during the last 12 months?, what was the total value of food received from this individual during the last 12 months?, what was the value of other goods (nonfood items) received from this individual during the last 12 months where does this individual live, Lagos, etc., abroad (Africa or other)? It also has demographic information on households.
Meanwhile, preliminary and ancillary information (e.g. national remittance data) were retrieved from published books, journals, annual reports, bulletins, progress reports, websites, etc. of relevant organizations. These provided information required for a derivation of the research problems, study objectives and hypotheses, and were also relevant in comparative discussions of the findings of this research.
Analytical Techniques
Glewwe's (1991) econometric technique as applied by Quartey (2006) was relevant in analysing the effect of remittances on farm households' welfare. The model will also evaluate the effects of other variables on the households' welfare. Glewwe's expressed the model as Eq. (1).
The error term, is assumed to be independent and normally distributed, is household utility measurable in terms of the household's real per capita expenditure.
( ) is the logged value of . The notations X i to X j are a vector of explanatory variables including migrant remittances. The symbols β i to β j represent the respective coefficients of variables, X i to X j; and ∑ is the summation sign.
Based on theoretical underpinnings, the model supposes that the goal of households is to maximize utility subject to a budget constraint. Duality theory expresses consumer decisions in terms of expenditure required (cost functions), which depicts the cost of maximizing utility in a given household to attain a certain level of satisfaction. The expenditure required (or cost) to attain a given level of satisfaction depends on the prices of goods and services, characteristics of household members such as their age, sex, etc. More explicitly the poverty profile function portraying factors influencing farming households' welfare was specified as Eq. (2). RPC = β0 + β 1 RPR + β 2 Sex + β 3 Age + β 4 Mst + β 5 Hsz + β 6 Edu + β 7 Occ + β 8 RPI + β 9 Ezo + β 10 Sec+ β 11 Rem + ε (2) Where: RPC: household's real per capita household consumption (in Naira) RPR: household's real per capita household remittances (in Naira) Sex: categorical variable for sex of household head (1 for female, and 0 for male) Age: age of household head Mst: dummy variable for marital status of household head (1 for married, and 0 otherwise) Hsz: number of persons living in the household Edu: Number of years of formal education of household head Occ: dummy variable for principal occupation of household head (1 for farming, and 0 otherwise) RPI: household's real per capita income (in Naira) Ecz: ecological zone of residence of household (rain forest belt =1, Savanna belt = 0) Sec: dummy variable for sector of residence of household (1 for rural, and 0 for urban) Rem: category of remittance received (1 for international, and 0 for domestic) β 0 : constant intercept. β 1 to β 11 : parameters of independent variables ε: error term A priori; Age, Mst, Edu, Occ, RPI, Ecz, and Rem have positive effects on the dependent variable, RPC. In contrast, Sex and Hsz and Sec; a priori, have a negative relationship with the RPC.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
This section presents the results and provides a critical discussion while comparing the findings from similar studies
Data Description
The pooled micro-data of GHS (2011) and NLSS (2004) consist of 4,851 and 19,158 households respectively, giving a total of 24, 009 households. From the pooled sampled, analysis from a sub-sample of 1228 gave the research results. Of the sub-sample 123 (10%) were international remittance recipients households, 982 (80%) were domestic remittance recipients households (Table 2) . For comparative reason, another 123 (10%) were non remittance recipients households. Almost 63% (768) of the households have real per capita consumption of less than 50,000 Naira in the one year survey period. Only 168 (13.7%) of the households had real per capita consumption of at least 50,000 Naira in the one-year survey period. A few, 292(23.7%) of the households did not report their consumption expenditure. Real per capita income was less than 50,000 Naira in most (866 or 70.5%) of the households. Only 270 (22%) of the households had real per capita income of 50,000 Naira or more. About 8 % (92) of the households did not report income. The Table 3 provides further descriptive statistics of the households socioeconomic indicators including remittances variables.
About 60% (592) of households who reported their principal occupation in the subsample have agricultural activities as their main occupation (Table 2) . Hence, the main reference group of the study is the farm households who received migrant remittances. Some (475 or 38.7%) of the subsampled households have nonagricultural activities as their main occupation. Selection of households in the two occupational groups provided room for comparative analyses. Meanwhile, 161 (13.1%) of the households did not report their principal occupation. Also, validating the choice of farming households as the main reference group is the fact that 753 (61.3%) of the subsampled households reside in the agrarian (rural) sector. About 39% (475) reside in urban areas, providing a basis for comparative study with the rural households. Only 224 (18.2%) of the households had heads with at least 12 years of formal education whereas 341 (27.8%) had less than 12 years of formal education. Most, 663 (54%) of the households did not report the number of years of formal education of their household heads. Almost 70 % (845) of the households have heads aged less than 65 years while 383(31.2%) had heads aged 65 years or more. Most (801 or 65.2%) of the households had men as heads whereas 427 (34.8%) had women as heads. There were more (718 or 51.5%) of the households with married heads than (508 or 41.4%) with unmarried heads. A few (2%) of the households did not report marital status of their heads. Majority, 879 (71.6%) of the households had less than six members whereas 349 (28.4%) had at least 6 members.
Effect of international remittances on the recipient households' consumption
Three functional forms (linear, semi-log and double -log) of multiple regression model were tried. The linear form fitted the data the most because of the significance of its F-values, highest R-squared value, least standard error, and largest number of significant variables (Table 4) . Linear multiple regression model was therefore, the best equation for determining the effect of international migrants' remittances and other factors on farm households' real per capita consumption. Table 4 presents the results of the model (By the rule of thumb, R-value of 0.842 as in the Table 4 implies a very strong correlation of the independent variables with the dependent variable). The adjusted R-square was 0.699, implying that the model accuracy was 69.9%. That is 69.9% of the variation in real per capita consumption can be accounted for by international migrant remittances and other exogenous variables specified. The F-statistic (0.00) is significant at 5% level (F=67.92), further validating the fact that the independent variables significantly explain the variations in real per capita consumption of Nigerian farm households.
Graphical plots of the expected cumulative probabilities of the dependent variable against its observed cumulative probabilities present a curve that is around the regression line. The graph showed that the data sets on household real per capita remittances were normally distributed allaying spuriousness in the model outputs.
The results showed that four of the exogenous variables included in the linear multiple regression model were significant determinants of real per capita consumption. These variables include: households' real per capita remittances (RPR), sex of household head (Sex), age of household head (Age) and main occupation of household (Occ). Based on their respective beta coefficient as in Table 4 , we ranked all the independent variables according to the relative intensities of their effects on households' real per capita consumption (dependent variable). The relative intensities of the effects of the significant variables (P<0.05) on households' real per capita consumption were: real per capita remittances (RPR), 59.69 %; sex of household head (Sex), 6.20%; age of household head (Age), 6.20%; and main income generating occupation of household (Occ): 7.75% (Table 4) . Clearly, household real per capita remittances is a lead factor in households' welfare across the survey periods.
With positive coefficient (0.86) on real per capita remittances (RPR), the result shows that an increase of real per capita remittances of 1000 Naira will cause per capita consumption to increase by 855Naira. Therefore, we reject the null hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis that migrant remittances have significant positive effect on farm households' welfare.
Discussions
The permanent income and life cycle models postulate that, as opposed to a permanent increase, a temporary increase in income is expected to yield a smaller increase in consumption. Households would often spread a temporary increase in income over lifetime consumption. However, this result show that the respondents threat remittances like permanent income because almost 100% (or exactly 86%) of remittances were spent on short term consumption. The result implied that the remittance recipients save or invest only 14% of their remittances and do not spread their most of their consumption from remittance income over a lifetime. This result has two sides of the coin. First, if the short term increase in consumption of the remittance recipients stimulates increased investment, then it will culminate in a sustainable welfare. Second, if the short-term increase in consumption by remittance recipients does not stimulate an increase in supplies, then increased welfare will be temporary.
Similar finding (2008) found that remittances spending are mainly for consumption purposes in China. In Nepal, households that receive remittance spend more on consumption purposes and less for investment goods (Dharkal, 2012). Cuong (2009) found that international remittances helped the recipients increase savings and production investment in Vietnam. From same study he found that it was the internal remittances that increased per capita food consumption expenditure and per capita expenditures on health care, education and other nonfood consumption. In Nigeria farm households will continue to spend most of international and domestic remittances on welfare, given the severity of poverty in the rural areas where they reside.
Remittances will change it role in rural areas of Nigeria from consumption to investment once a benchmark in rural welfare is reached. The government needs to direct a quota of her public spending towards rural development in order to reach this benchmark in the near future. The categorical variable "category of remittances (with dummies: international remittances = 1, domestic remittances = 0)" was not a significant factor in household welfare. Although the volume of remittances is a very important factor, international remittances does not have more effect on the sampled households' welfare than internal remittances. Although money from all sources are fungible or can contribute to consumption, a priori, farm households threat money from different sources differently. Drawing from the permanent income and life cycle hypotheses, international remittances are temporary income that farm households spread over a life time consumption and should contribute less to their short term consumption (welfare) than domestic remittances which is a relatively longer term income." Relative to domestic remittances, international remittances are temporary income because attachment of origin households to international remitters weakens over time, whereas attachment to domestic remitters remains intact for a long period of time Similar study by Chukwuonne et al. (2012) found that international remittances have more poverty reducing effect than internal remittances, but affirmed the need to verify the finding with a more robust international remittance data other than the NLSS. Results verification will be necessary because certain studies demonstrate that there are many more beneficiaries of domestic than international remittances in Africa (Sander and Miambo, 2005) .
Meanwhile, the result is further corroborated by Siddiqui's (2008) findings that the main role of remittances in some poorer regions. This role of remittances is notable in sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, where they are mostly used to stimulate consumption, as well as contribute to poverty alleviation. Supporting these findings is the fact that 61 percent of a group of Nigerians in diaspora (surveyed by DFID, 2005) remit for sustenance of those at home. Babatunde and Martinetti (2010) also found that in Nigeria households who received remittances had better access to food and nutrition.
CONCLUSIONS
Increased remittances contributed almost a proportionate increase in welfare of farm households. Given that data used for the analyses were cross sectional, the result showed that a greater portion of remittances goes into the farm households' short-term consumption or welfare.
Recommendations
Public spending needs to reflect the plight of the highly impoverished rural households farming on marginal lands and producing food at less than subsistence level. If this is done, then remittances will gradually become a significant contributor to farm household investment and savings than to consumption. Programmes planning and implementation to encourage the entrepreneurial drive among the rural farm families is necessary. Where these programmes already exist they should be strengthened. Stakeholders in such programmes will have to include: multilateral and bilateral agencies, government at all levels, civil society organisations, households and the individuals themselves whether they are remittance recipients or not, should be involved.
Entrepreneurship development at all levels will multiply the effects of remittance income on the economy thereby keeping household welfare increasing and sustained. The reverse situation is that remittances will be continually spent on imported manufactured goods and services. This reverse situation can deindustrialise the nation, yielding the "Dutch disease effect". This effect can further lead to a downward trend in per capita income and household welfare.
Finally, Nigerian households' data on remittances are inadequate to study the long-term welfare effects, as well as the deferential welfare effects of international remittances and domestic remittances. Therefore, thematic household panel surveys on international and domestic remittances and their effects on the economy will have to form one of the courses of action of Nigerian Bureau of Statistics. The Banking sector with the Central Bank of Nigeria as the spearhead will have to the plan and implement these surveys. Supports from multilateral agencies interested in remittances as a development strategy is necessary with respect to design, implementation, control and financing of these surveys.
